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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF AND EFFORTS TO CONTAIN 
CASTRO, 1960-1964 


(U) As the decade of the 1960s opened, much of 
Latin America seemed ripe for revolution. Already, in 
Cuba, Fulgencio Batista had been driven from power by 
Fidel Castro, who promised social justice and political 
freedom. Castro did promulgate social reforms, but he 
then proceeded to turn Cuba into a communist state. 
Could the Cuban experience inspire similar insurgent 
movements? Would Castro's guerrilla campaign in the 
Sierra Maestra mountains be repeated in other coun- 
tries? In Latin America, the competition between 
communism and democracy had begun. 

(U) President John F. Kennedy lost little time in 
issuing his own appeal. On 13 March 1961, he called 
upon “all people of the hemisphere to join in a new 
Alliance for Progress .. . a vast cooperative effort, 
unparalleled in magnitude and nobility of purpose, to 
satisfy the basic needs of the American people for 
homes, work and land, health and schools." The 1960s, 
he anticipated, would be "the years of maximum 
progress~maximum effort, the years when the greatest 
obstacles must be overcome, the years when the need for 
assistance will be the greatest."* 

4 The Castro challenge also compelled a reapprais- 
al of hemispheric defense policies. In February 
the 


1. Public Papers of the Presidents, John F. Kennedy, 
1961(1962), Ὁ. 172. The Alliance was formally organ- 


ized in August at Punta del Este. 


(δ᾽ The Joint Chiefs of Staff found serious flaws 
in several of these ideas. They considered the conti- 
nental defense contributions already planned for Latin 
nations to be "limited in scope, . . ὦ desirable and 
reasonably attainable." Should the Administration 
insist uponf | . 


2. ΓΞ} "A New Concept for Hemispheric Defense 
and Development,“ n.d., Encl A to JCS 1976/356, 27 Feb 
61; (S) Memo, ASD(ISA) to cCJCS, 27 Feb 61, Att to 
JCS 1976/356; IMF 9120/3000 (27 Feb 61). 


‘ 


(U) Officials in the Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (ISA), with assistance from the Joint 


Staff and the Services, prepared a suggested policy 
statement that softened the State Department's more 
controversial propositions. According to ISA's 
paper, the Western Hemisphere had the most capability 
to deal with the least likely threat--external attack-- 
and the least capacity to cope with the most probable 
danger-~insurgency. Priorities and programs should be 
readjusted accordingly. Specific steps ought to 
include; making Latin nations aware of the dangers 
posed by Castro and communism, and of the need for 
taking prompt multilateral action to eliminate the 
threat; considering bilateral agreements that would 
allow the United States to assist countries that asked 
for help in defeating subversion and indirect aggres- 
sion; trying to strengthen the Inter-American Defense 
Board and to establish an Inter-American Security 
Force; creating an Inter-American Defense College; 
seeking a modest increase in military assistance 
programs (MAP), giving first priority to internal 


security measures; placing new emphasis on MAPs that 


3. JCSM-110-61 to SecDef, 28 Feb 61, (derived 
from JCS 1976/357); ΜῈ 9120/3000 (27 Feb 61). Accord- 
ing to General Lemnitzer, the Latins deeply resented, 
as gross interference in their internal affairs, US 
efforts to tell them how large their military estab- 
lishments ought to be. Interv, author with General 
Lemnitzer, 3 Jun 77. 
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contributed to civic improvement and economic develop- 
ment; and encouraging regional arms control agree- 
ments.‘ , 

(0) The JCS assessment of these proposals was 
much more sympathetic. They adjudged them adequate, 
subject to several changes. First, include a strategic 
appraisal of Latin America's military importance. 
Second, prepare guidance for each country on possible 
actions to prevent a communist takeover. Third, defer 
establishment of an Inter-American Security Force until 
the concept could be tested in the Caribbean. Fourth, 
speak of “arms limitation" rather than “arms control"; 
US influence could be exerted far more effectively 
through MAP than through any controls resulting from 
regional or bilateral agreements. Fifth, take note 
that bilateral agreements permitting the provision of 
US assistance against indirect aggression appeared to 
be militarily undesirable. They justifed their last 
objection by citing several complications. The United 
States would be obliged. to keep current regimes in 
power; there would be difficulties in determining 
whether opposition movements were actually communist; 
and the Latin countries involved in such agreements 
would be surrendering some of their sovereignty. 
In any case, they reminded Secretary of Defense 
Robert S. McNamara, one state always had the right to 


assist another when so requested.” 


4. (U) "US Policy for the Security of Latin America 
in the Sixties," n.d., App to JCS 1976/364, 9 May 61; 
IMF 9122/9105 (8 May 61) (1) sec 1. 

5. (Ὁ) Memo, Actg ASD(ISA) to cJCS, 8 May 61, Encl 
to JCS 1976/364; (8) JCSM-323-61 to SecDef, 15 May 61, 
(derived from JCS 1976/365); same file. 
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υΐ Many of these matters were reargued when, in 
October 1961, the State Department circulated its 
suggested || πο το ΕΝ 


ISA agreed, and added several other criti- 
cisms. When the approved State Department "Guidelines" 
appeared in May 1962, they contained everything 
Defense wanted except the strategic appraisal.® 


iS President Kennedy took a considerable and con- 
tinuing personal interest in Latin America's counter- 
insurgency problems. In mid-May 1961, for example, 
he asked how effective the civilian police forces 


6. {57 “Latin America: Dept of State Guidelines 
for Policy and Operations," Oct 61, pp. 50-61, Att 
to JCS 1976/393, 21 Nov 61; (5) Memo, Actg ASD(ISA) to 
CICS, 18 Nov 61, Att to JCS 1976/393; (5) JCSM-828-61 
to SecDef, 30 Nov 61 (derived from JCS 1976/395); (5) 
Ltr, Actg ASD(ISA) to USecState for Pol Aff, 26 Dec 61, 
Att to N/H of JCS 1976/395, 15 Feb 62; JMF 1922/9105 
(18 Nov 61) sec 2. (8) "Latin America: Guidelines 
for Policy and Operations," May 62, pp. 57-67, Att 
to JCS 1976/488, 28 Nov 62; same file, sec 3. 


were, and what might be done to improve them. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff assured him that programs for 
strengthening internal security were “adequate,." 
Indeed, most countries could not absorb all the out-of- 
country training that had been offered. They therefore 
proposed greater use of in-country training and provi- 
sion of additional materiel.’ 

μ΄ The President prodded the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff again in October 1961. During an inspection of 
Special Forces at Fort Bragg, the Chief Executive asked 
General George H Decker, the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, what more the US military, in conjunction with 
their Latin counterparts, could do. The JCS reply, 
forwarded to President Kennedy on 30 November, offered 
numerous recommendations. 


Among their hemisphere defense proposals 


were: making the Inter-American Defense Board more 
effective; establishing an Inter-American Defense 
College; and promoting frequent US-Latin defense 
conferences. For economic development, their recommen- 


dations included: encouraging the Latin military 


7. (8) Memo, CNO to JCS, 16 May 61, Encl to 
JCS 1976/376, same date: (S) JCSM-341-61 to Pres, 19 
May 61 (derived from JCS 1976/369); μ᾽ 9122/3360 (16 
May 61). 


6 


ἢ 


to devote more effort toward internal’ improvements; and 
increasing US military advisers and training teams, so 
as to accelerate civic action programs .2 

(κ΄ The President was pleased with these proposals, 
and,asked that they be refined into workable plans. 
Through NSAM No. 118, issued on 5 December 1961, he 
ordered the State Department to draft a policy guidance 
paper and the Defense Department to develop specific 
programs. In January, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent 
Secretary McNamara a list of 46 such projects.? 

Cs Meanwhile, President Kennedy worried that 
opportunities for military forces to assist economic 
and social development were being wasted. Accordingly,’ 
though NSAM No. 119, he expressed hope that civic: 
action projects could be included within economic and 
military assistance programs. In February 1962, the’ 
State Department circulated a draft message saying that 


8. (S) JCSM-832-61 to Pres, 30 Nov 61 (derived from 
JCS 1976/394); IMF 9122/9105 (30 oct 61) sec 2. at 
President Kennedy's urging, Congress changed MAP's 
primary purpose from hemispheric to internal defense. 

9. (S) NSAM No. 118 to SecState and SecDef, 5 
Dec 61, Att to JCS 1976/396, 11 Dec 61; same file, 
sec 2; (5) JCSM-30-62 to SecDef, 13 Jan 62 (derived 
from JCS 1976/401; same file, sec 4. 
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(κ᾽ After a review, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
made several reservations known to Mr. McNamara. Civic 
action, they argued, should be undertaken not only by 
MAP-supported units but also with a country's own 
resources. Such an approach would be consistent with 
both the principles of self-help and the ceiling upon 
MAP funding. Additionally, they asserted, new units 
with the primary mission of civic action should be 
neither created nor funded under MAP. Rather, MAP~ 
supported units should perform only such civic action 
tasks as were ancillary to their military mission and 
lay within their organic capabilities.!} As will 
appear, OSD accepted this last argument. 

(pay Concurrently, and again at President Kennedy's 
urging, an interdepartmental team traveled through 
South America to assess the communist threat, the 
capacity of each country to maintain internal security 
and effect reforms, and US capabilities for assisting 


12 


local governments. The team found that there was 


still time to take corrective action, even in countries 
where the problems were most serious. As a rule, 
indigenous internal security forces could maintain 
order and suppress outbreaks of urban violence. The 
communists could neither overthrow any government nor 


sustain a large-scale struggle. The team wanted to 


10. (S) NSAM No. 119 to SecState and SecDef, "Civic 
Action," 18 Dec 61, Att to JCS 1735/627, 26 Dec 61; 
(S) Memo, Dep Dir Mil Asst to DJS, 2 Feb 62, Encl A to 
JCS 1735/635, same date; JMF 3310 (18 Dec 61). 

11. (S) JCSM-107-62 to SecDef, 10 Feb 62 (derived 
from JCS 1735/636); same file. 

12. Team members were drawn from State, Defense 
(two colonels), CIA, AID, and FBI. 


(67 The Joint Chiefs of Staff readily agreed with 

the team about the need for increased internal security 
assistance and more coordinated executive guidance. 
But they opposed any wholesale revision of the US 
military program. A recent consolidation of Service 
Missions with MAAGs should alleviate some of the 
difficulties. As for bilateral agreements, they feared 
that the United States might lose more in renegotiation 
than it would gain. Lastly, they criticized the team 
for failing to stress sufficiently the importance of 
civic. action programs and military participation 
therein. Subsequently, ISA reviewed bilateral agree- 
ments and concluded that no revisions were needed. 
Otherwise, however, ISA endorsed all the teams's 
proposals, including the proposition that military 


13. (FS) “Mission to South America ~ South American 
Assessment Team," 3 Jan 62, Att to JCS 1976/405, 6 
Feb 62; JMF 9130 (3 Jan 62) sec 2. Conclusions are 
summarized in (S) Encl B to JCS 1976/419, 2 Mar 62, 
same file. , 
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participation in civic action received a lower priority 


than internal security .+4 


(U) All this while, President Kennedy kept pressing 
for additional actions. In February 1962, during a 
briefing on the Alliance for Progress, he voiced 
concern about the relatively modest MAP for Latin 
American and asked, "Why not more?" The Chairman's 
Assistant, Major General T. W. Parker, suggested that 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff tell CINCs and Missions to 
take ‘the initiative in encouraging participation by the 


14. (S) JCSM-187-62 to SecDef, 14 Mar 62 (derived 
from JCS 1976/419); JMF 9130/3100 (3 Jan 62) sec 3. 
(S) Ltr, DASD(ISA} to DepUSecState U. A. Johnson, 16 
Mar 62, Att to N/H of JCS 1976/419, 23 Mar 62; same 
file, sec 2. 

15, (S) NSAM No. 140 to SecState and SecDef, 26 
Mar 62, Att to JCS 1976/433, 30 Mar 62; IMF 9122/905 
(30 Oct 61) sec 5. 


Latin armed forces in civic action projects. On 14 
March, such ἃ message was sent to CINCLANT and CINC- 
ARIB.*® 

(U) By this time, concrete projects were taking 
shape. In April 1962, General Lyman L. Lemnitzer, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, presented OSD 
with a Civic Action Plan for Ecuador costing about $1.5 
million. Phase I involved primarily road building and 
water supply; Phase II emphasized school construction, 
water supply, and public health; Phase III stressed 
colonization, advanced agriculture, and education. 
Phase I alone would involve 41 US military personnel, 
250 Ecuadorian military, and 4,950 civilian volunteers. 
Mr. Gilpatric approved the plan, and agreed that funds 
would come from the FY 1962 MAP. Significantly, he 
assigned this program a “worldwide priority over all 
MAP and Army claimants ."+7 

( Concurrently, the Country Team in Bolivia 
urged US support for a pilot Civilian Conservation 
Corps, similar to the New Deal program of the 1930s, to 
spur development and cut unemployment. Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk endorsed the idea, and recommended that 


funds be drawn from MAP. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 


16. (Ὁ) SCS 1976/420, 6 Mar 62; (U) Msg, JS 3623 
to CINCLANT and CINCARIB, 14 Mar 62 (derived from gcs 
1976/420);3MF 9122/9105 (30 Oct 61) sec 5. JcSs 3623 
cited military information and education programs as a 
field for increased action. In reply, CINCARIB des- 
cribed one possibly insuperable obstacle--namely, that 
the target was uneducated or illiterate conscripts, to 
whom written material would be incomprehensible. (uv) 
Ltr, CINCARIB to JCS, 18 Mar 62, Att to Jcs 1976/451, 
28 May 62; same file, sec 6. 

17. (U) CM-671-62 to SecDef, 28 Apr 62, Att to 
lst N/H of JCS 1976/444, 8 May 62; (Ὁ) Memo, DepSecDef 
to CJCS, 8 May 62, Att to JCS 1976/446, 11 May 62; IMF 
9138.2/3700 (26 Apr 62) sec 1. Subsequently, CINCARIB 
sent the JCS bi-monthly status reports on these proj- 
ects. 


also approved, but asked that appropri ations be 
acquired either from other sources or through a MAP 
increase. Ultimately, however, the Defense Department 
authorized and funded CCC projects in Bolivia and ΕἸ 
Salvador .?® 

(9/4 In September 1962, Secretary McNamara flew 
to the Panama Canal Zone and conferred with CINCARIB 
(Lieutenant General Andrew P. O'Meara, USA); also in 
attendance were General Lemnitzer, Major General Victor 
Krulak, SACSA, and the Director of Military Assistance, 
General Robert J. Wood. In his presentation, General 
O'Meara stressed that the chief problem was Congress' 
$57.5 million MAP ceiling. And, he asserted, there 
were limits upon how far the _ 


ΝΠ ἀὡἀ He acknowledged that, 
if the $57.5 million was allotted entirely to internal 
security and civic action, internal security require- 
ments for all countries could be met by FY 1966. But 
the United States was heavily involved in ASW programs; 
these would have to be augmented ($12.5 million was 
presently planned) in order to receive a return on 
earlier investments. Also, CINCARIB addea, (am . 


As the confer~ 


ence concluded, Mr. McNamara agreed to consider civic 


18. (5) JCSM-652-62 to SecDef, 24 Aug 62 (derived 
from JCS 1976/467), IMF 9122/9105 (30 Oct 61) sec 7. 
DOD approval is mentioned in comments on paragraphs 16 
and 23 of (U) Memo, DASD(ISA) to McGeorge Bundy, 17 Dec 
62, Att to N/H of JCS 1976/472, 26 Dec 62; same file. 
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action projects approximating $3 million for the 
Dominican Republic, Guatemala, El Salvador, Colombia, 
Bolivia, and Chile. The Chairman subsequently recom- 
mended, and the Secretary approved, projects requiring 
53.417 million in DOD and $1.2 million in AID funds .1? 
{ Thus, by the autumn of 1962, substantial pro-~ 
gress could be seen. Action had begun, for example, on 
39 of the 46 projects recommended by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in January. In the f Ἢ 


᾿ a In the area of hemisphere de- 
fense, US-Latin commanders’ conferences had become 


annual events and an Inter-American Defense College was 
about to open. As to economic development, military 
services in all Latin countries were participating in 
Civic action projects. 


) On 27 February 1963, a State~Defense-AID message 
went to CINCARIB and the various Embassies explaining 
that internal security and civic action were now MAP's 
primary purposes. The Latins, apparently, were slow 


19. (S) Ltr, CINCARIB to JCS, 26 Sep 62, Att to 
JCS 1976/478, 3 Oct 62; (Ὁ) CM-12-62 to SecDef, 10 Oct 
62, Att to lst N/H of gcsg 1976/478, 11 Oct 62; (Ὁ) 
Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 27 Oct 62, Encl to Jcs 1735/675, 
31 Oct 62; IMF 3700 (5 Oct 62) sec 2. 

20. (S) JCSM-704-62 to SecDef, 13 Sep 62 (derived 


from JCS 1976/402); μὲ 9111/9105 (30 Oct 61) 
sec 8. 


to understand this shift in emphasis. Accordingly, in 
May, the State Department drafted guidance that US 
officials could use in explaining the program. ISA, 
thinking that some of State's language might intensify 
Latin misgivings, wrote a revision intended to make 
clear that increased internal security would allow the 
Latin military to contribute more effectively to 
hemisphere defense. The Joint Chiefs of Staff asked, 
in addition, that ASW requirements be accorded recog- 


λείου. ἢ 


~ 2ις (8) JCS 1976/511-1, 7 May 63; (3) Memo, ASD(ISA) 
to DJS, 7 May 63, Att to JCS 1976/511, same date; (95) 
JCSM-363-63 to SecDef, 10 May 63 (derived from Jcs 
1976/511-1); IMF 9122/4060 (7 May 63). For subsequent 
JCS protests against any slighting of ASW efforts, see: 
(S) JCSM-601-63 to SecDef, 6 Aug 63 (derived from JCS 
1976/521); (S) JCSM-734-63 to SecDef, 20 Sep 63 (de- 
rived from JCS 1976/521-1); IMF 9122/4060 (25 Jun 
63). 
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a - 1964, after the Brazilian military 


ousted left-leaning President Joao Goulart and put 


General Castello Branco in his place.?? The State 
Department, the Special Group (CI), and ISA all favored 
some prompt expression of US support for the new 
regime. ISA wanted MAP raised from $9.8 to $12.5 
million; the US Ambassador advocated an increase to $20 
million. The Joint Chiefs of Staff presented a more 
complicated position. They dismissed ISA's proposal as 
too small to demonstrate US support and likely to 
offend Brazilian sensibilities. And, since Congress 
had set a $55 million ceiling on material aid for Latin 
American, there would have to be compensating cuts in 
other country programs--a process that would disrupt 
orderly planning, deprive countries of critical assets, 
and shake their confidence in US reliability. There- 
fore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that "an 


22. (CaP 1) NSAM No. 297 to SecDef δὲ al., "Latin 
American Military Aid," 22 Apr 64, Att to JCS 2315/322, 
30 Apr 64, JMF 9122/4060 (22 Apr 64). Unfortunately, 
U.S. efforts to discourage jet aircraft purchases 
proved an almost complete failure. Latin governments 
found willing sellers in Western Europe. 

23. Early in 1962, CINCARIB had told Secretary 
McNamara that Communists occupied key positions in the 
Brazilian Army and government, and that the country 
might go Communist in three years. (S) Memo for Record 
by CAPT σα. M. Cunha, "Report of Conference-~Carib- 
bean Command,” 5 Feb 62; JMF 5410 (20 Jan 62). 


early and strong effort" be made either to remove the 
$55 million ceiling or raise it to $75 million. once 
that was done, a $20 million Brazilian program should 
be approved for planning purposes. Credit assistance 
and cost-sharing proposals also ought to be prepared at 
an early date. In October 1964, the Administration 
approved a grant aid program of $11.8 million and 
contemplated credit assistance sales totaling $8-10 
million.** 

2 Late in 1964, Mr. McGeorge Bundy, Special 
Assistant to the President, tasked the Defense Depart- | 
ment with drafting a new | 


24. (8) Memo, DASD(ISA) to DJS, 12 Oct 64, Att to 
JCS 2315/388, 15 oct 64; (Ὁ) JCSM-896-64 to SecDef, 22 
Oct 64 (derived from JCS 2315/338-1); (S) Msg, DEF 1399 
to USCINCSO, 28 Oct 64; JMF 4060 (12 Oct 64). 


a 


In June 1965, Secretary McNamara sent Mr. Bundy 
a revised study proposing a phase-out by FY 1971 
of grant MAP, except for training support, and intro- 
duction of a sales and credits program. He recommended 
that this strategy “be regarded as a long-term goal, 
but one which must be approached without a rigid time 
frame." Similarly, the State Department supported 
these proposals "in principle," but urged 


(U) To talk about Latin America without discussing 
Cuba would, of course, be rather like performing 
“Hamlet" without the Prince. on 20 November 1962, as 
the great Soviet-American confrontation ended, Presi-~ 
dent Kennedy stated that: 


if all offensive weapons are removed 
from Cuba, and if Cuba is not used 
for the export of aggressive Commun- 
ist purposes, fpere will be peace in 
the Caribbean. 


25. (S) Memo, McGeorge Bundy to SecDef et al., 26 
Oct 64, Att to JCS 2315/339, 28 oct 64; (s) Memo, 
ASD(ISA) to cycS et al., 13 Jan 65, Att to 
JCS 2315/339-2, 15 Jan 65; (Ὁ) JCSM-64-65 to SecDef, 27 
Jan 65 (derived from JCS 2315/339-2); JMF 9105 (26 
Oct 64) sec 1. 

26. (C) Memo, SecDef to McGeorge Bundy, 11 Jan 65, 
Att to JCS 2315/339-4, 15 Jun 65; same file, 
sec 2. 


27. Public Papers: Kennedy, 1962, p. 831 
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(51 The nature of this "peace" proved decidedly 
curious. On 8 January 1963, the Chief Executive 
approved creation of an Interdepartmental Coordinating 
Committee on Cuba, chaired by Mr. Sterling Cottrell of 
the State Department. Secretary of the Army Cyrus 
Vance became Mr. McNamara's executive agent on all 
Cuban matters; General Earl G. Wheeler, who had become 
Chief of Staff of the Army in October 1963, acted as 
JCS representative. Mr. Cottrell quickly circulated a 
draft paper on £uture US pol icy that deseribed' 


The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff thought this acceptable as "broad guidance." Mr. 
Vance, however, objected that the paper had not made 
clear whether the Administration intended "actively and 
boldly" to pursue the "ultimate" objective or whether 
it would “adopt a substantially less active policy." 
If the former, the policy statement should say that the 
United States would §& ΝΞ ᾿ 


If the latter, it should speak simply of being "pre- 
pared, as appropriate opportunities present thenm- 
selves," to do these things. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, unsurprisingly, urged adoption of the former 
course, and recommended that repeated low-level 


Ἢ 


reconnnaissance flights over Cuba be included among the 
possible courses of action.22 
(57 on 20 January, Mr. Cottrell circulated a revised 


paper in which he proposed to: 


He opposed 


the more drastic alternative because "we should not set 
ourselves on a single track which propels us into an 
invasion regardless of unforeseen international conse- 
quences." The Joint Chiefs of Staff reaffirmed their 
preference for more drastic actions. Finally, Mr. 
| Cottrell submitted the following list of policy objec- 
“tives to the NSC Executive Committee: 


28. (S) NSAM No. 213 to SecState, 8 Jan 63, Encl to 
JCS 2304/134, 9 Jan 63» (C) Memo, SecArmy to Chmn, ICC, 
11 Jan 63, Encl to lst N/H of JCS 2304/134, 14 Jan 63; 
(C) 2d N/H of JCS 2304/134, 29 Jan 63; (S) Memo, LTC 
Fairfield to SJCS, 14 Jan 63, Att to JCS 2304/135, 15 
Jan 63; (5) JCSM-54-63 to SecArmy, 16 Jan 63 (derived 
from JCS 2304/136); (S) CSAM-19-63 to Jcs, 17 Jan 63, 
Encl to JCS 2304/138, same date: (S) JCSM-67-63 to 
SecArmy, 19 Jan 63, Encl to JCS 2304/138; IMF 9123/3100 
(8 Jan 63) sec 1. 
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The Executive Committee discussed this paper on 24 
January, but came to no decision.?? 
(5) In the autumn of 1963, agencies reviewed pro- 


grams that might place additional strains upon Castro. 


One’ possibility involved thej 


The Defense 


Department, accordingly, adopted this position. But, 
at that point, the discovery in Venezuela of a sizeable 


arms cache, proven to have come from Cuba, changed 


29. (S) CSAM 23-63 to JCS, 20 Jan 63, Att to 
JCS 2304/140, same date; (TS) Memo, Coord of Cuban 
Affairs to NSC Ex Comm, "United States Policy Toward 
Cuba," 23 Jan 63; same file, sec 2. The 24 January 
meeting is mentioned in (TS) DM-353-64 to CJCS, 28 Feb 
64; (ΜΕ 9123 (18 Feb 64) (2). (TS) Subsequently, when 
plans were being prepared for supporting a spontaneous 
uprising, the Joint Chiefs of Staff seemed particularly 
anxious to avoid the sort of errors that had contri- 
buted to the Bay of Pigs debacle (e.g., reliance upon 
limited sources of intelligence and restrictions upon 
the use of air power). See, for example, (TS) 
JCSM-809-63 to SecDef, 21 Oct 63, Enel A to 
JCS 2304/205-1; IMF 9123/3100 (1 Oct 63) sec 1. (TS) 
JCSM-458-63 to Secdef, 15 Jun 63, Encl A to 
JCS 2304/197; IMP 9123/3100 (19 Feb 63) sec 4. 
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matters completely. Mr. Vance asked the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff to propose plans for air-sea surveillance. 
Answering in mid-January 1964, they advocated a "flex- 
ible combination of barrier at destination, with 
emphasis on Colombia and Venezuela, plus air recon- 
naissance in waters south of Cuba to identify vessels 
exiting from Cuba." They calculated US force require— 
ments as: 1 carrier, 14 destroyers, 1 oiler, and 23 
patrol planes for sea surveillance; and 1 fighter 
squadron and 1 airborne early warning squadron for air 
surveillance. On 20 January, they and Secretary 
McNamara charged CINCLANT with monitoring all ship 
movements into Venezuela, in order to obtain a sampling 
of shipping density. This was done over 24-31 January, 
using two destreyer escorts and 55 flights .3° 
CINCLANT concluded that, although surveillance could be 
accomplished, boarding and searching all ships would be 
such a daunting task that firm intelligence about 
subversion traffic was absolutely vital. On 17 Febru- 
ary, CINCLANT outlined before Secretary McNamara and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff a scheme for disrupting 
Cuban arms traffic; they promptly approved it, as the 
basis for a detailed plan.?1 Caribbean countries now 


30. Embarrassment arose when the Venezuelans, who 
had not been informed of these efforts, threatened to 
shoot or force down US aircraft that intruded into 
their zone of interest during 27-29 January. 

31. (Cc) CM-988-63 to DJS, 22 Oct 63, Enel to 
JCS 2304/207, 23 Oct 63; (6) JCSM-888-63 to SecDef, 
19 Nov 63, Enel to JCS 2304/207-1; (6) Memo, SecArmy 
to CJCS, 2 Dec 63, Encl to gcs 2304/207-2, 4 Dec 
63; (C) Memo, SecArmy to CICS, 13 Dec 63, Att to 
JCS 2304/207-3, 16 Dec 63; JMF 9123/3100 (22 Oct 63) 
(1) sec 1. (5) JCSM~34~-64 to SecDef, 16 Jan 64 (der- 
ived from JCS 2304/207-4); (Cc) Ltr, CINCLANT to gcs, 5 
Feb 64, Att to JCS 1976/533, 7 Feb 64; (C) CM-1192-64 
to SecDef, 15 Feb 64, Att to JCS 2396/6, 20 Feb 64; (5) 
Msg, JCS 4914 to CINCLANT, 18 Feb 64; same file, 
sec 3. 
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were willing to assist US efforts. On 26 July, the 
Organization of American States by vote of 15-4 con- 
demned Cuba "for its acts of aggression and of inter- 
vention against . . . Venezuela," and agreed to suspend 
normal trade and diplomatic relations. 

(98) What, meanwhile, was the United States doing 
to undermine Castro's control over Cuba? In December 
1963, soon after he assumed Office, President Johnson 
voiced reluctance at undertaking ἢ 

Mm from fear that they might jeopar- 
dize efforts (1) to obtain OAS agreement on anti-Cuban 
actions, and (2) to achieve further reductions among 
the Soviet military personnel in Cuba. Still, when the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff conferred with him on 4 March 
1964, the President asked them for a list of measures 
that might add to Castro's troubles. Major General R. 
H. Anthis, SACSA, recommended additional actions that 


included: 


τς : Further 
expansion of these efforts would depend upon Cuban and 
world reactions. General Curtis E LeMay, Chief of 


Staff of the Air Force, more explicitly, insisted that 


The longer we refrain from positive 


32. Dept of State Bulletin, 10 Aug 64, pp. 179-184. 
The cooperation of Trinidad-Tobago in anti-Castro 
surveillance is recorded in JMF 9123 (18 Feb 64). 


22 


er -ππττττὰ 


= Hel 


-....-......-..- eal 


The Cuban Missile Crisis Revisited: An International Collection of Documents, from the 
Bay of Pigs to the Brink of Nuclear War 


Published by: ProQuest Information and Learning, 300 North Zeeb Rd., PO Box 1346, Ann 
Arbor, MI 48106, USA 


The Cuban Missile Crisis Revisited: An International Collection of Documents, from the Bay of 
Pigs to the Brink of Nuclear War reproduces a comprehensive collection of records from the 
archives of the three key governments involved in the most dangerous confrontation of the Cold 
war. Declassified records from the United States, Russia and Cuba significantly advance analysis 
of the historical foundations of the missile crisis, the policy calculations and considerations of 
President John F. Kennedy and premiers Nikita Khrushchev and Fidel Castro, and the overt and 
covert military and paramilitary operations that combined to bring the world to the threshold of a 
nuclear exchange. Topics extensively covered in the documentation include the failed U.S.-led 
invasion at the Bay of Pigs, renewed attempts to overthrow Castro through Operation Mongoose 
and Operation Northwoods, U.S. military contingency planning for conflict with Cuba, naval 
warfare, Soviet and Cuban decision making and communications during the crisis, and the 
repercussions for U.S.-Soviet relations, and Soviet-Cuban relations in its aftermath. Materials 
were identified, obtained, assembled and indexed by the National Security Archive, a non-profit 
Washington D.C. based research institute and library. The microfiche coilection is accompanied 
by a printed guide and index. 

Arrangement of Information on the Microfiche: 

The documents are arranged in chronological order within classes of documents. A unique 
identification number is assigned to each document. Each new document begins a new line on the 
microfiche. 


Microfiche Numbering: 
The unique identification numbers assigned to the documents are listed in the top right-hand 
comer of the microfiche header. 


Technical Data: 

Date of Publication of Microfiche Edition: 2006 

Format: 49 double frame, 105mm x 148mm microfiche 
24 x nominal reduction 


Copyright: 
This finding aid is in copyright and reproduction of individual pages for purposes other than for 
private study may not be made without permission from the holding institution. 


Arrangement ©2006 ProQuest Information and Learning Company. All rights reserved. 


Distribution Outside the USA 
ProQuest Information and Learning, The Quorum, Barnwell Road, Cambridge CBS 8SW, 
England 


LO ‘les ι25 


ey =! yey 
ll | | τ ἴω 22 mm 10 20 30 40 50 60 . 70 80 90 100 
= “ is ) | 
1 Sea 


WE [ἘΞ [ΕΞ | ΠΝ 


ql 


measures against the Castro regime, including direct 
military action if necessary, ‘the more inflammatory the 
situation throughout Latin America will become." 
Therefore, he proposed saying 


The Joint Chief of Staff believe 
that the ultimate us objective toward 
, Cuba should be to establish a govern- 
ment in Cuba that is acceptable to 
the US. Should it become apparent 
within the near future that ... 
Lapproved actions] do not meet this 
objective, then these actions should 
be intensified and broadened with a 
view to establishing a basis for 
appropriate military action. 


Finally, General Maxwell D. Taylor, who had been 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff since October 
1962, circulated a draft that, with minor additions, 
won JCS approval. In this memorandum, which went to 
the White House on 21 March, they recommended 


a resumption of the program ..., 
involving the employment of[covert 
assets to conduct interdependent 
operations, including the covert 
collection of intelligence, propa- 
ganda actions, economic denial 
actions, and externally-mounted 
sabotage operations against Cuba.| As 
this program unfolds, they would 
favor expanding and intensifying it 
while Maintaining a continuing 
evaluation of the reaction of Castro, 
the communists, and the Free World. 


The Joint Chiefs of Staff continue 
to believe that the ultimate United 
States objective toward Cuba must be 
to establish a government in Cuba 
that is acceptable to the United 
States. However, they have diffi-~ 
culty identifying promising actions 
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against Castro which have not been 
previously considered, and in some 
cases tried. It is a hard fact that 
little remains which offer promise of 
real effectiveness in removing Castro 
short of a blockade or an ascending 
scale of military action up to or 
including invasion. They will keep 
this problem under continuing review 
and advise you should any new and 
promising, courses of action be 
uncovered. 


(U) So, for the remainder of the 1960s, something of 
a stalemate persisted. Fidel Castro continued to 
control Cuba, but he made few converts in Latin Amer- 
ica. Nowhere did Communist-inspired guerrilla can- 
paigns gain momentum. The gravest peril appeared in 
Boliva, where Castro's lieutenant Ernesto "Che" Guevara 
failed completely; in 1967, he was captured and killed. 
Thus, in the Western Hemisphere, counter-insurgency 
must be counted a success.°* 


33. (TS) Memo for Record by CSA, "Meeting with the 
President on Cuba, 1100 hours, 19 Dec 63"; CICS 031.1 
Meeting with President. (5) Memo, Actg CJCS to DJS, 6 
Mar 64, Att to JCS 2304/218, same date; (15) 
CSAM-159-64 to JCS, 22 Mar 64; (S) CSAFM-243-64 to JCS, 
11 Mar 64; (TS) Chms's Flimsy 128-64 to JCS, 18 Mat 64; 
(TS) JCSM-253-64 to President, 21 Mar 64, Encl to gcs 
2304/218-3; JMF 9123 (6 Mar 64). In November, the JCS 
sent Secretary McNamara a Plan for attacking the sugar 
industry which, they thought, merited "serious consid- 
eration." (TS) JCSM-942-64 to SecDef, 9 Nov 64, 
(derived from Jcs 2304/244-1); IMF 9123 (1 Sep 64). 


34. See Blaufarb, The Counterinsurgency Era, pp. 


279-286 
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